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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) because they include 
the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the description: 110, 444, 446, and 448. Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d), or amendment to the specification to add the 
reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should 
include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is 
being amended. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header 
(as per 37 CFR 1.84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: item number 146 on page 6, 
line 16 is not found in the drawings. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: item number 100 is used to 
reference both "SAN" on page 7, line 4 and "SAN fabric" on page 7, line 6. Item numbers should refer to 
the same item in all instances. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 2-4, 6-10, 11-13, and 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 

being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 

regards as the invention. 
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Claims 3, 4, 8, 9, 12, 13, 17, and 18 recite the limitation "the request". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in these claims. 

The term "similar" in claims 2, 6, 11, and 15 is a relative term which renders the claim indefinite. 
The term "similar" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a standard for 
ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of 
the scope of the invention. 

The term "dissimilar" in claims 7 and 16 is a relative term which renders the claim indefinite. The 
term "dissimilar" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining 
the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of 
the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Spinney in view of 

Pettey. 

With respect to claim 1 , Spinney discloses a method for facilitating communication between 
computer subnets, the method comprising: 

buffers routing external commands to a plurality of devices with an internal subnet (col. 5, lines 1- 
4, 25-26, and 30-33); 

receiving a command from an external subnet to the internal subnet (col. 5, lines 1-3); and 
translating the command (col. 5, line 3) and sending the translated command to an internal 
device, as determined by the buffers (col. 5, lines 30-33); 
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wherein the internal subnet appears as a single device to the external subnet (This is inherent 
because when networked devices are arranged into subnets, each subnet automatically appears as 
though it were a single device to the devices outside of the subnet. (Perlman col. 4 t lines 55-60)). 

Spinney does not disclose expressly the steps of presetting the buffers and performing the 
command. 

Pettey teaches that registers can be used to initialize (preset) a data element (col. 9, lines 19-21). 
Pettey also teaches that I/O units such as RAID controllers can be used as nodes on a network (col. 6, 
lines 31-32, 41-43). 

Spinney and Pettey are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
information transmission through a network. 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Spinney's method by utilizing registers to designate the starting address in memory of each buffer, as 
taught by Pettey. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a simple way to allocate the 
address space for each buffer. 

It would also have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify 
Spinney's method to allow link 1 1 to connect a RAID device to the subnet, as taught by Pettey. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to extend the functionality of Spinney's method to include 
networked storage devices. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Pettey with Spinney for the benefit of simplicity 
of memory allocation and increased functionality to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1. 

With respect to claim 2, Spinney further discloses that the external and internal subnets are . 
comprised of similar architectures (col. 2, lines 64-68 - col. 3, line 1). 

With respect to claim 3, Spinney does not disclose expressly that the request is a RAID write 
command. 

With respect to claim 4, Spinney does not disclose expressly that the request is a RAID read 
command. 
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Pettey teaches that it is known that write and read commands can be issued over a network (col. 
1, lines 29-31). 

Spinney and Pettey are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
information transmission through a network. 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that when 
Spinney's method is modified as described in claim 1, one could further modify the RAID processing 
component to accept read and write commands, as taught by Pettey. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to enable Spinney's method to be able to modify 
and retrieve the data on the RAID storage device by writing to it or reading from it. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Pettey with Spinney for the benefit of 
modification and retrieval of RAID data to obtain the inventions as specified in claims 3 and 4. 

With respect to claim 5, Spinney discloses a method for facilitating communication between 
computer subnets, the method comprising: 

initiating a translation mapping for an internal subnet, wherein the translation mapping associates 
external command addresses with internal device addresses (col. 7, lines 13-16); 

receiving a command from an external subnet to the internal subnet (col. 5, lines 1-3); and 

translating the command address (col. 7, lines 13-16) and sending the command to an internal 
device address, as determined by the translation mapping (col, 5, lines 30-33); 

wherein the internal subnet appears as a single device to the external subnet (This is inherent 
because when networked devices are arranged into subnets, each subnet automatically appears as 
though it were a single device to the devices outside of the subnet. (Perlman col. 4, lines 55-60)). 

Spinney does not expressly disclose the step of performing the command. 

Pettey teaches that I/O units such as RAID controllers can be used as processing nodes on a 
network (col. 6, lines 31-32, 41-43). 

Spinney and Pettey are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
information transmission through a network. 
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At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Spinney's method to allow link 1 1 to connect a RAID device to the subnet, as taught by Pettey. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to extend the functionality of Spinney's method to include 
networked storage devices. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Pettey with Spinney for the benefit of 
increased functionality to obtain the invention as specified in claim 5. 

With respect to claim 6, Spinney discloses that the external and internal subnets are comprised of 
similar architectures (col. 2, lines 64-68 - col. 3, line 1). 

With respect to claim 7, Spinney discloses that the external and internal subnets are comprised of 
dissimilar architectures (col. 2, lines 64-68 - col. 3, line 1). 

With respect to claim 8, Spinney does not disclose expressly that the request is a RAID write 
command. 

With respect to claim 9, Spinney does not disclose expressly that the request is a RAID read 
command. 

Pettey teaches that it is known that write and read commands can be issued over a network (col. 
1, lines 29-31). 

Spinney and Pettey are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
information transmission through a network. 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that when 
Spinney's method is modified as described in claim 5, one could further modify the RAID processing 
component to accept read and write commands, as taught by Pettey. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to enable Spinney's method to be able to modify 
and retrieve the data on the RAID storage device by writing to it or reading from it. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Pettey with Spinney for the benefit of 
modification and retrieval of RAID data to obtain the inventions as specified in claims 8 and 9. 

With respect to claim 10, Spinney discloses a system for facilitating communication between 
computer subnets, the system comprising: 
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buffers routing external commands to a plurality of devices with an internal subnet (col. 5, lines 1- 
4, 25-26, and 30-33); 

a receiver (col. 5, line 1) for receiving a command from an external subnet to the internal subnet 
(col. 5, lines 1-3); and 

a translating component (col. 5, lines 1 and 30) for translating the command (col. 5, line 3) and 
sending the translated command to an internal device, as determined by the buffers (col. 5, lines 30-33); 

wherein the internal subnet appears as a single device to the external subnet (This is inherent 
because when networked devices are arranged into subnets, each subnet automatically appears as 
though it were a single device to the devices outside of the subnet. (Perlman col. 4, lines 55-60)). 

Spinney does not disclose expressly a register for presetting the buffers and a processing 
component for performing the command. 

Pettey teaches that registers can be used to initialize (preset) a data element (col. 9, lines 19-21). 
Pettey also teaches that I/O units such as RAID controllers can be used as nodes on a network (col. 6, 
lines 31-32, 41-43). 

Spinney and Pettey are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
information transmission through a network. 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Spinney's system by utilizing registers to designate the starting address in memory of each buffer, as 
taught by Pettey. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a simple way to allocate the 
address space for each buffer. 

It would also have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify 
Spinney's system to allow link 1 1 to connect a RAID device to the subnet, as taught by Pettey. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to extend the functionality of Spinney's system to include 
networked storage devices. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Pettey with Spinney for the benefit of simplicity 
of memory allocation and increased functionality to obtain the invention as specified in claim 10. 
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With respect to claim 11, Spinney further discloses that the external and internal subnets are 
comprised of similar architectures (col. 2, lines 64-68 - col. 3, line 1). 

With respect to claim 12, Spinney does not disclose expressly that the request is a RAID write 
command. 

With respect to claim 13, Spinney does not disclose expressly that the request is a RAID read 
command. 

Pettey teaches that it is known that write and read commands can be issued over a network (col. 
1, lines 29-31). 

Spinney and Pettey are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
information transmission through a network. 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that when 
Spinney's system is modified as described in claim 10, one could further modify the RAID processing 
component to accept read and write commands, as taught by Pettey. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to enable Spinney's system to be able to modify 
and retrieve the data on the RAID storage device by writing to it or reading from it. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Pettey with Spinney for the benefit of 
modification and retrieval of RAID data to obtain the inventions as specified in claims 12 and 13. 

With respect to claim 14, Spinney discloses a system for facilitating communication between 
computer subnets, the system comprising: 

a register for initiating a translation mapping for an internal subnet, wherein the translation 
mapping associates external command addresses with internal device addresses (col. 3, lines 66-68 - 
col. 4, lines 1-3; col. 7, lines 13-16); 

a receiver (col. 5, line 1) for receiving a command from an external subnet to the internal subnet 
(col. 5, lines 1-3); and 

a translating component (col. 5, lines 1 and 30) for translating the command address (col. 7, lines 
13-16) and sending the command to an internal device address, as determined by the translation 
mapping (col. 5, lines 30-33); 
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wherein the internal subnet appears as a single device to the external subnet (This is inherent 
because when networked devices are arranged into subnets, each subnet automatically appears as 
though it were a single device to the devices outside of the subnet. (Perlman col. 4, lines 55-60)). 

Spinney does not expressly disclose a processing component for performing the command. 

Pettey teaches that I/O units such as RAID controllers can be used as processing nodes on a 
network (col. 6, lines 31-32, 41-43). 

Spinney and Pettey are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
information transmission through a network. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Spinney's system to allow link 1 1 to connect a RAID device to the subnet, as taught by Pettey. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to extend the functionality of Spinney's system to include 
networked storage devices. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Pettey with Spinney for the benefit of 
increased functionality to obtain the invention as specified in claim 14. 

With respect to claim 15, Spinney discloses that the external and internal subnets are comprised 
of similar architectures (col. 2, lines 64-68 - col. 3, line 1). 

With respect to claim 16, Spinney discloses that the external and internal subnets are comprised 
of dissimilar architectures (col. 2, lines 64-68 - col. 3, line 1). 

With respect to claim 17, Spinney does not disclose expressly that the request is a RAID write 
command. 

With respect to claim 18, Spinney does not disclose expressly that the request is a RAID read 
command. 

Pettey teaches that it is known that write and read commands can be issued over a network (col. 
1, lines 29-31). 

Spinney and Pettey are analogous art because they are both from the same field of endeavor of 
information transmission through a network. 
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At the time of invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that when 
Spinney's system is modified as described in claim 14, one could further modify the RAID processing 
component to accept read and write commands, as taught by Pettey. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to enable Spinney's system to be able to modify 
and retrieve the data on the RAID storage device by writing to it or reading from it. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to combine Pettey with Spinney for the benefit of 
modification and retrieval of RAID data to obtain the inventions as specified in claims 17 and 18. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Andrea Hollar whose telephone number is (571) 272-5862. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 8:30-6:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Jack 
B. Harvey can be reached on (571) 272-3896. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 



at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




ABH 



